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MULTIPLE UTILITY CONCEPTS – INDIVIDUAL 
CHOICE AS AN OUTCOME OF A GAME
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thematterofchoicewhenone faces incommensurablevalues.Thirdly,G.Kavka’s idea is
taken into consideration, enabling its solution. Its crucial features aredescribed, enabling,






wyborach kierują sięwięcej niż jednąwartością,względnie dysponująwięcej niż jednym
uporządkowaniem koszyków dóbr czy też stanów rzeczy. Praca przedstawia w pierwszej
kolejności relacjepomiędzypojęciemużytecznościapojęciemuporządkowaniakoszyków

















proposal, partly because of a certain problemwhich is the subject of this article. 
Itshouldbe,however,notedthatamongsttheauthorsofthemultipleutilityconcepts,
onecanmentionsuchprominentthinkersasA.Sen,R.ThalerandA.Etzioni.
The frameworks ofmultiple utility concepts have been created in opposition
to the mono utility concept (one utility, one ordering), assumed by neoclassical
economics.Thetheoriesshould,asintended,betterreflecttheintuitionsregarding
themechanismsof individualchoices (inparticular taking intoconsideration the
ethicalmotives or distinguishing the private and public interest) or entail better
explanations for empirical observations than neoclassical economics, by way of
takingmany (at least two)values (utilities) into consideration.Oneof thevalues
(utilities), that the individual strives for, is always interpreted likewise in the
mainstreameconomics–astheindividual’ssatisfaction.Asarule,othervaluesare
interpretedaspublicorethicalvalues.
The most important papers within this trend are the works of H. Margolis 
[Margolis 1981; 1982], R. Thaler and H. Shefrin [Thaler, Shefrin 1981] as well 
asA.Etzioni [Etzioni1986;1988].They include themoreor lesscomprehensive















Yet, as it seems, the problem of the incommensurability of values has been,
toacertainextent,and involuntarily, solvedbyanother researcher–G.Kavka–
backin1991[1991].Thefoundationsofthesolutionproposedbythisauthorarethe
assumptionsasfollows:













exists in twoversions. In thefirstone, theprimarynotion is theso-calledutility
whichisattributedbyagivenconsumertobundlesofgoods(onlyoneutilitytoone
bundle)andwhichisunderstoodasacertainmentalstateoftheconsumer,moreor
less equated with satisfaction or pleasure. As utility (pleasure in respect of















at least asgood’ for theconsumer,which takesplacebetweenbundlesofgoods. 
Therelationisassumedtobecoherent,whichmeansthatithascertainproperties
such as completeness, reflexivity, and transitivity. The assumption regarding
the coherenceof such relation is identifiedwith the rationalityof the individual.
Thesecondversionofconsumertheoryisusedmostofallbecauseitreleasesthe
economistsfromtheobligationoftheso-calledpsychologicalapproach.Oneshould
simplyassume that the individual is able tomake theorderingof thebundlesof
goods–hence, todecidewhetherbundleAisbetter,worseorasgoodasbundle
B. Inmainstreameconomics, the secondversion is theprimaryone. It is, at the























a certain terminology-related problem occurs:whether one should call the thing
thattheindividualmaximises,orusingadifferentexpression,aimsfor,utilitiesor
values?Itiscommonpracticeintheliteraturetousetheterm‘utility’accompanied
by an adjective (‘economic’, ‘moral’, ‘public’, etc.). On the other hand, however, 
it seemsmorenatural touse thewell-establishedandmoreneutralphilosophical
term– ‘value’. In thispaperboth terms,namely ‘value’ and ‘utility’ (adjectival), 
areusedinterchangeably.
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3. Individual choice and multiple utility concepts
Whileanalysingeconomics-relateddecisionsofindividuals,mainstreameconomics
assumestheexistenceofalternativeendsandmeansoftheirachievementwhichare
paired together as an end-means and the choice criterion, which is, mostly, 




















































regarding social spending.Moreover, private and social spending are ‘internally
public’inthesensethatthechoicemadebyeachoftheselvesinfluencestheutility
oftheother.As‘I’consumesthebundleselectedbythe‘private’selfaswellasthe












































questionabout themechanismbehind the individualchoiceremainsunanswered.
114 GrażynaMusialik,RafałMusialik
This is, seemingly, the case ofEtzioni’s concept,who tries in differentways, to
describebalancingbetweeneconomicandmoralutilities,howeverhefailstodoso.
The aforementioned formulation of the problem pertaining to the incom-




4. Kavka’s concept – intrapersonal games
In his paper of 1991 [Kavka 1991], Kavka addresses, in particular, the issue of
choices in the presence of many values, namely compares them with collective
choices. According to Kavka, a common view pertaining to the individual and
collectivechoicesisthattheformerisfairlyeasy,whilethelatterfeatureacomplicated
mechanism, and their analysis requires a more complex conceptual apparatus. 
The starting point for his article is the statement that, indeed, fairly frequently
individual choices are made per equally complicated pattern as per collective
choices.Therefore, in order to develop an adequate theory of rational individual
choice,oneshouldunderstandthevalueswhichliebehindtheindividualactionsand
theinternalstructureofsuchanindividual.
Kavka begins his considerations from defining the point when a conflict of
valuesarises.Thishappenswhentheindividualmakestheorderingoftheavailable
alternatives,accordingtomanycriteriaorvalues.Onlyifallcriteriaresultinthe
same ordering, is it possible to indicate one ultimately best solution. However,
typically, alternatives (states of affairs) have a different place on the priority list






case of collective choice. Hence he suggests an Interacting Subagents account,
which is supposed to be a generalisation of the conventional approach towards
individual choices. Its first assumption – shared, according to Kavka, with the
conventional approach – is the statement that individual choices are defined by
meansofsuborderingsoftheavailablealternativesasperdifferentcriteriaorvalues. 
The second assumption is not, however, shared with the conventional view, as
thelatter assumes that the individual choices are, ultimately, determined by the
aggregated function of utilities, which assign a certain type of overall utility to
alternatives. This occurs byway of assigning differentweights to different sub-




individual choices are determined by strategic interactions taking place between
subagentsformingtheindividual.Eachofthoseis‘responsible’forthemaximisation
of value determining the given subordering. The individual choice is, therefore,
anoutcomeofagamebetweensubagents,whilethechoicestheindividualmakes
dependnot onlyon the suborderings, but also the rulesof thegame.Oneof the
examplesquotedbyKavkaistheinternalprisoner’sdilemma.
Thisapproachatfirstglanceseemstobesurprising,butitexpressesanimportant
intuition that people have different ‘decision-making centres’ playing games one
againsteachother.Althoughtheideaofmultiple‘decision-makingcentres’isvery
old and well-established in psychology and philosophy, the concept of a game
betweenthemisprobablynewandundoubtedlyrefreshing.
The most important advantage of Kavka’s idea is a fact that – most likely,




questions.Thepossibility that the internalchoiceofan individualmaybedriven
bye.g.aprisoner’sdilemmapattern(andconsequentlytheindividualbehaviouras 
a whole may not be optimal), is certainly intriguing, but it is hard to base the





a certain form of the payoffmatrix as given, without going into further details











may talk about the unity of an individual despitemany decision-making centres
existingwithintheindividual.Thisassumptionmaybe,obviously,extendedtoall






a situation of incommensurable values, but an important argument has been
formulated against them. While discussing the concept by Thaler and Shefrin,





meta-functionsareotherutilities, andnot thebundlesofgoods,doesnot change
much.Etzioni’sargumentmaybealsoeasilyreferredtotheideaofSen.
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